
TRAFFIC INCIDENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
For San Mateo County 

Phase I 
 

September 21, 2006 
9:00am - 10:30am 

 
1250 San Carlos Ave.,  
4th Floor “Dining Room” 

San Carlos, CA  
(Parking in structure behind building) 

 
 

AGENDA 
 

  
I. Review and Approve Selected Alternative Routes 

 
II. Develop Alternative Route Plan 
 

• Identify level of information to include in plan  
• Identify issues to address in plan 
 

III. Review work plan and develop schedule 
        

IV. Next Meeting  
 
 
 

  



Traffic Incident Management Committee 
Minutes  

August 17, 2006 
Attendees: 
Barry Loo (Caltrans – Traffic Mgmt.) Chip Taylor (City of Menlo Park) 
Bob Salazar (Caltrans - Maintenance) Augustine Chou (City of Burlingame) 
Duncan Jones (Town of Atherton) John Parkin (Central County Fire Dept.) 
Kane Wong (Caltrans – TMC) Matt Otterby (CHP) 
Ray Davis (City of Belmont) Mark Robbins (San Carlos Police Dept.) 
Raymundo Elias (Caltrans - Maintenance) Dan Belville (San Mateo Fire Dept.) 
Rene Baile (City of Menlo Park) Vivian Ma (City of San Mateo) 
Shahla Yazdi (SMCTA) Adam Lodge (San Mateo County) 
Sandy Wong (C/CAG) John Hoang (C/CAG) 
Walter Martone (C/CAG)  
 
Discussion Items: 
• A planning process was presented to the group outlining the tasks that the committee members will be 

asked to perform in the development of the County’s Alternative Route Plan for Phase I.  The tasks 
includes: 1) Selecting the alternative routes, 2) Developing the alternative route plan, 3) Developing a 
traffic management plan, and 4) Developing an interagency agreement/MOU. 

 
• Samples of two alternative route plans (attached) were handed out.  The purpose of the samples is to 

provide ideas of what a plan looks like and to have the group start thinking about what type of 
information we would want to see on our plan as we are developing the routes. 

 
• As requested by the group in the last meeting, a sample of a MOU and Cooperative Agreement 

(attached) were also provided.  At this point, these samples are for information only and will be 
referred to more as we subsequently begin development of San Mateo County’s MOU. 

 
• The group reviewed key objectives and criteria for identifying the optimal alternative routes along US 

101, some of which includes: routes are easy to access to/from freeway; routes are close proximity to 
freeway; streets can accommodate vehicles and have adequate capacity; considerations for the 
number of lanes, etc. 

 
• Using a combination of a PowerPoint and Google Earth applications, staff presented each individual 

segments (intersection to intersection) of US 101 (Phase I) in both the NB and SB directions to the 
group (preliminary routes were identified by staff ahead of time to help facilitate the discussions).  
The group proceeded to provide suggestions in establishing the preferred alternative routes for each 
segment.  As applicable, secondary alternative routes were also identified.  It was recommended that 
using El Camino Real would be either the second or third alternative for most segments, both NB and 
SB directions. 

 
Action Items/Next Steps: 
• C/CAG staff will generate route diagrams of each of the alternative routes (Phase I) identified by the 

group and will provide a draft version (in PowerPoint format) to all for review prior to the next 
meeting. 

 
Next Meeting: 
September 21, 2006 @ 9:00am; 1250 San Carlos Ave., San Carlos (same location) 
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